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A STUDY OF THREE REMEDIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
TO DETERMINE THE TYPE OF PROGRAM THAT SHOULD BE 
IMPLEMENTED IN A SURBURBAN SCHOOL SYSTEM 
Advisor: Dr. Philip A. Bradley 
Thesis dated: July 1988 
An attempt was made to identify the elementary remedial education 
program that contributed to the greatest student academic gain in 
reading and/or math. 
A selected sample of elementary fourth grade students was evaluated 
for academic gain in reading and/or math using the Iowa Test of 
Basic Skills. 
The study consisted of identified fourth grade students who were 
below grade level in reading and/or math from three elementary schools. 
The three schools were identified as being equal in student IQ, average 
daily attendance and socio-economic status. Each school used 
a different grouping model for the instruction of students. 
Program A used a heterogeneous grouping model. Program B used 
a pull out, one-hour instructional homogeneous grouping and Program 
C used a large group homogeneous grouping model. 
The results of the study indicate that there is no significant 
difference in the reading porgrams and a weak significant 






Beginning the 1988-89 school year, all school systems in Georgia 
must offer remedial education in the elementary school that provides 
extra support to those students not on grade level by reducing the 
pupil teacher ratio and providing extra instructional personnel. 
The guidelines for the program as outlined in the law are as follows. 
Students scoring one half year below grade level, in reading and 
math on the state mandated Iowa Test of Basic Skills at grades 
one and three will qualify. 
Qualifying students will be placed in a remedial class for one 
to three hours daily for instruction in reading and/or math. 
A remedial class with no more than sixteen students will be 
served by one certified teacher for remediation. 
A class exceeding sixteen students, but limited to twenty-four 
students, will be served by one certified teacher and a paraprofessional. 
Each spring a state mandated post test will be administered 
to the students who were given remedial help. This post test 
data will serve as the data for the state report that is due by 
July 1 of that year. 
Any school system may propose an alternative model to the state 
remedial program (State of Georgia, Department of Education, 1986). 
In the surburban school district being used in the study, the 
administrative and instructional supervisory staff believe that 
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the special needs of remedial students are being met without further 
reducing the teacher pupil ratio and providing extra instructional 
personnel. Therefore, this research was organized to study three 
remedial education programs to show that there is no significant 
difference in the three remedial programs. Two hypotheses were 
necessary to study the programs. 
1. There is no significant difference in Program A, Program B 
or Program C in reading. 





Review of Related Literature and Research 
Grouping for the purpose of remediation is a major concern of 
elementary principals. The State of Georgia has mandated that all 
school systems in Georgia have a remedial program in place by the 
1988 school year. It is the purpose of this review to examine 
studies on grouping and effective programs for remediating students. 
Marsh (1955) inferred that grouping can cause problems but with 
sufficient planning and programming it can also reduce classroom 
problems. Bellelheim (1958) argued against ability grouping on the 
basis of discrimination and asserted that the case of the slow 
learner parallels the Negro caste system in our country and can be 
expected to produce the same types of anxieties, frustrations and 
problems. Experimenters have shown, and agree, that it is not wise 
to group underachievers together in the same class because they tend 
to give each other negative support rather than positive (Rasmussen, 
1962) . Ability grouping in the elementary schools does not challenge 
students to the maximum ability. Low achievers remain low while high 
achievers remain high. No grouping procedure fits the needs of an 
individual, let alone all the members of a group. It is difficult 
for the teacher to meet the individual needs of all her students. 
Learning and reading style inventories may assist the teacher in 
becoming aware of her students' learning and reading needs. But 
time is still the issue when working with each child's educational ability. 
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Evelyn Bickford (1979) writes that children improve their 
achievement when they are grouped heterogeneously for most of the 
school day and homogeneously for subjects in which they are weakest. 
Group size or class size is another influence on student achievement. 
Caplan (1982) studied the effects of a Title 1 English writing program 
using district-supported remedial English classes as a control group. 
As a result of her study, she recommended that class size for the 
educationally disadvantaged be limited to 10 to 15 students and that 
students be afforded the services of both teacher and paraprofessional. 
Caplan (1982) found that individual students receive more personal 
attention from teachers when class size was kept below 25. However, 
Educational Research Service in 1980 disputed the low class size 
study stating that it is pointless to reduce class size unless 
teachers use different teaching techniques and make efforts to 
individualize instruction. Students achieved significantly more 
in the small group setting than in the traditional lecture model. 
Swaner (1962) found that achievement was influenced more strongly 
by the teacher and group differences in individual classrooms than 
by the ability range of the class. Also ability grouping per se 
offers no achievement advantage over random grouping and appeared 
less effective than broad range grouping. According to Goldberg's 
study, when pupils were subdivided in terms of ability level it 
was found that the superior pupils made larger gains in achievement 
areas tested (except reading) when under heterogeneous grouping. 
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Average pupils made larger gains under homogeneous grouping. Slow 
pupils did equally well under the two types of grouping. Therefore, 
the author concluded, to group low achieving students homogeneously 
or heterogeneously does not increase student achievement. 
A major purpose of education is to help every child reach 
their fullest potential for a creative and useful life, live in 
dignity and freedom (Caplan, 1982). The teacher must help the 
learner to believe in their individuality and their capacity to 
learn. There is a need for inservice training for teachers of the 
educationally disadvantaged as well as a need for paraprofessionals 
to assist teachers in compensatory education programs. According 
to Bickford (1979), teachers of the disadvantaged "are so desperate 
they welcome any inservice training activity that seems likely to 
help them even a little bit in their struggle to cope with the problems 
of teaching disadvantaged students." Inservice activities should 
promote positive attitudes toward the problems of disadvantaged 
students, to improve teachers' knowledge and skills in providing 
compensatory instruction and to increase teachers' knowledge of 
disadvantaged children. 
According to the review of literature, programs tend to be 
successful when they allow for diagnosis of student's needs, have 
small class sizes, and include individual/small group instruction. 
Research studies included in the literature review indicate 
that sex, race and socio-economic status probably have a greater 
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effect on reading achievement than does the treatment provided 
educationally disadvantaged students. Parents in High Socioeconomic 
Effective Schools are highly involved in school activities and the 
schools are well integrated in the communities. On the other hand, 
in the Low-SES, both parent-initiated and overall parent involvement 
were minimal. School staff in Low-SES expected little from the 
community in terms of resources and felt that energy expended to 
get parents involved would be better spent working with the students. 
Low-SES are, therefore, self sustaining but isolated from their 
communities. Principals act as a buffer protecting the schools 
from what they conceive as the negative influences of the homes and 
the communities. Research findings have shown that Low-SES parents 
lacking educational skills turn over the responsibility of teaching 
to the teachers. Education is seen as a discrete process which 
takes place only in the school. Also found in research studies 
is that both High-SES and Low-SES parents have the same desires 
for their children's success in school in first and second grades 
but thereafter differences in the parent's education, income, prestige 
and family patterns produce corresponding differences in belief in 
the capacity of schools to help their respective children. In 
another study a correlational analysis found that parent-SES, parent 
involvement, parent pressure, curriculum, student's previous test 
scores, and student expectation are all related to student achievement. 
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In an effort to discover the method or combination of methods 
which lead to successful learning in the remedial mathematics classroom, 
many techniques have been tried. Bickford (1979) compared self-pacing 
and the traditional lecture-discussion approaches to teaching remedial 
mathematics. His findings showed a significant increase in knowledge 
and skills in both groups but no significant difference between those 
in the self-paced and those in the traditional lecture method. 
Remediation becomes more effective when the following guidelines 
are followed: 
1. Remediation must guarantee immediate success - the initial 
instruction must be successful. The child's self concept 
must be good. The teacher must draw on the student's 
strengths and interests and gradually move instruction to 
weaknesses. 
2. Remedial successes must be illustrated to the student. 
Student progress must be acknowledged through ways such 
as charts, graphs, word files, and specific teacher praise 
comments. 
3. Remediation must provide for transfer to actual reading 
situations (Wilson, 1977). 
What works for students who are at risk of school failure? 
Johns Hopkins University Center for Research on Elementary and 
Middle Schools has been working to identify programs and practices 
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that show convincing evidence of effectiveness and have been or 
could be used successfully with low-achieving students. 
This research review shows that grouping students has less 
influence on student achievement than the teaching technique or 
instructional treatment used by the teacher. Therefore, remedial 
programs may group students either homogeneously or heterogeneously 
but there must be devotion from the teachers to provide an effective 
instructional program that meets the individual needs of each of their 
students. The teacher must recognize students in need of remediation 
immediately and build on their strengths. In other words, the 
teacher must be devoted to remediating students for the purpose of 







The study consisted of identifying fourth grade students from 
three elementary schools who were not on grade level in reading and/or 
math. Schools were matched on average student IQ, average daily 
attendance and socio-economic background by the Pupil Personnel 
Department in the county where the study was conducted. 
The instructional lead teacher was requested to respond to four 
questions : 
1. Describe the fourth grade population that will be participating 
in the design. Specifically describe: number of students 
and the way they were identified, S.E.S., level of school 
and overall school achievement. 
2. Describe the instructional model used by each teacher that 
instructs a remedial student in the fourth grade. Specifically 
student/teacher ratio, average IQ of remedial students, 
special methodologies used by the teacher, special materials 
used by the teacher and length of instructional time. 
3. Describe assessment procedures used by the teachers. 
4. List and describe staff development classes that teachers 
of remedial students have taken. 
A parent permission letter was given to each identified student 
to take home so that parents were informed that their child was being 
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tested using the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (I.T.B.S.) (See Appendix A 
for complete proof). Students were given the Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills (I.T.B.S.) as a pre-test during the week of November 9-13, 
1987, and a post-test during the week of March 14-19, 1988, to 





The selected sample for Program A is located in a middle income 
area. The students for the program have an average IQ of 111, an 
average daily attendance of 95.2 and a free or reduced lunch rate 
of 5.6 percent. 
Program A offers no special methodologies for remedial instruction 
in reading. There are twelve (12) fourth grade students participating 
in the study. Students are instructed using whole group and small 
group instruction for reading for 90 minutes daily using the. basal 
text of Building Bridges. Class work for these twelve students is 
often modified in content amount. Student assignments are reduced 
in amount to compensate for slowness in learning. 
Standard procedures for assessing student progress are used 
which include teacher made tests, standardized tests, observations 
and review of daily work and homework. 
Program B 
The selected sample for Program B is located in a middle income 
area. The students for the program have an average IQ of 110, an 
average daily attendance of 96.1 and a free or reduced lunch rate 
of 5.3 percent. 
Program B offers a reading style program designed by Marie Carbo. 
The reading styles program provides a means of examining how each 
student learns to read. Specifically, students are administered 
Remedial Program 
12 
a reading styles inventory (RSI) to diagnose and reveal the many 
conditions under which he/she is most likely to learn and become 
good readers. The instrument is a multiple choice, self report 
questionnaire. (See Appendix B) (1986, Carbo, Dunn, Dunn). There 
are twelve (12) fourth grade students participating in the reading 
remediation study. Students are grouped homogeneously for one hour 
per day for reading using the basal text Building Bridges. 
The math remedial teacher uses the basal series of Addison- 
Wesley Mathematics (1986) for instruction and supplements instruction 
with manipulatives such as unifix cubes and pizza party by Creative 
Publications. Seventeen (17) fourth grade students are grouped 
homogeneously for one hour per day for math instruction. 
Standard assessment procedures which include district testing, 
teacher made tests, standardized tests, observation and review of 
daily work and homework are used by the teacher to determine student 
progress. 
Program C 
The selected sample for Program C is located in a middle income 
area. The students for the program have an average IQ of 110, an 
average daily attendance of 95.4 and a free or reduced lunch rate 
of 5.4 percent. 
Students involved in Program C are grouped homogeneously for 
ninety (90) minutes daily for reading instruction. Seven (7) fourth 
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grade students are participating in the remedial reading program. 
They receive instruction from the basal textbook, Building Bridges, 
with no special methodologies nor content modification used by the 
teacher for instruction. 
Fifteen (15) students with low math ability in Program C are 
grouped homogeneously for forty-five (45) minutes daily for instruction 
using Addison-Wesley Mathematics as the basal textbook. No special 
methodologies nor content modification are used by the teacher for 
instruction. 
Standard assessment procedures which include district testing, 
teacher made tests, standardized tests, observation and review of 
daily work and homework are used by the teacher to determine student 
progress. 
Limitations of the Study 
Based on the design of this study the following limitations 
are sighted. 
1. The study is limited to one county so it cannot be used 
to generalize. 
2. The study is limited to three elementary schools. 




Presentation of Data 
The data analysis for the study is discussed in this chapter. 
A one way analysis of variance was used to determine if the three 
reading programs and two math programs were equal. 
Subjects were fourth grade students who were identified by 
the principal as being a grade level or more behind in reading 
and/or math. The schools were matched by the Pupil Personnel 
Department in the county where the study took place as being equal 
in student average daily attendance (ADA), socio-economic status 
(SES) and student IQ. (See Appendix C.) The Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills (I.T.B.S.) was administered to each selected student as a 
pre and post test to determine achievement in reading and/or math. 
(See Appendix D.) 
The one way analysis of variance showed no significant difference 
in the reading program. Thus hypothesis one, that there is no 
significant difference in Program A, Program B and Program C in 
reading was supported by the study. The results are displayed 
in Table 1. 
Table 1 - ANOVA for Reading Program Comparison 








Between Groups 2 48.0944 24.0472 .3207 .7284 
Within Groups 27 2024.7056 74.9891 
Total 29 2072.8000 
Within group variance 
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Moreover, the students in each reading program were not found to 
be consistently following a pattern of improving their scores. 
There was a wide range of student academic gains and losses within 
each reading program. (See Appendix D.) Although the mean of each 
selected sample indicated a slight trend, there was too much variance 
about the mean to establish a valid relationship between student 
gain and reading program membership. The results are illustrated 
in Table 2. 
Table 2 - ANOVA Reading, Variance About the Mean 




A 11 . 2727 8.2473 2.4867 
B 12 3.1667 8.7265 2.5191 
C 7 1.8571 9.1911 3.4739 
Total 30 1.8000 8.4543 1.5435 
Variance about the mean 
In hypothesis 2 it was stated that there was no significant 
difference in Program B and Program C in math. A one way analysis 
of variance was used to compare the means of the two groups. One 
program consisting of 17 students and another program consisting 
of 15 students were included in the comparison. The analysis of 
variance showed a statistically significant difference between 
the math programs at the " i .10" level. Therefore, hypothesis 2, 
which stated there is no significant difference in Program B and 
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Program C in math, was not supported. The results are illustrated 
in Table 3. 
Group 
Table 3 - ANOVA for Math Program Comparison 
D.F. Sum of 
Squares 
Mean F F 
Squares Ratio Prob 
Between Group 1 293.6268 293.6268 
Within Group 30 2822.0879 94.0696 
Total 31 3115.7147 
*Weak significant difference at "-.10" 
3.1214 .0874* 
The mean of each selected sample indicated a slight trend that 
was enough variance about the mean to establish a valid, but weak, 
relationship between student gain and math program membership. The 
results are illustrated in Table 4. 
Table 4 - ANOVA Math, Variance About the Mean 




B 17 6.4235 7.8606 1.9065 
C 15 .3533 11.4438 2.9548 




Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations 
Educational programs tend to be successful when they allow 
for diagnosis of student's needs, have small class sizes and include 
individual/small group instruction. 
Statement of the Problem 
It was the intent of this study to reveal the elementary remedial 
education program that contributed to the greatest student academic 
gain in reading and/or math in a surburban school system. 
Procedures 
Subjects were selected fourth grade students who were identified 
as being a grade level or more behind in reading and/or math. 
Each student was administered the Iowa Test of Basic Skills as a 
pre and post test to determine their achievement gain in reading 
and/or math. 
The hypotheses led to the comparison of three reading programs 
and two math programs. Results of an analysis of variance showed 
no significant difference in the reading programs and a weak significant 
difference in the two math programs. 
Hypothesis 1 was supported primarily because no special 
instructional modifications were used by the teacher to meet the 
individualized learning needs of the remedial student. As supported 
by the review of literature, remedial programs may group students 
either homogeneously or heterogeneously but there must be devotion 
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on the teacher's part to provide effective instruction that meets 
the individual needs of the remedial student. 
Hypothesis 2, pertaining to the two math programs, was not 
supported by the study. The analysis of variance showed a weak 
significant difference at the £=..01 level between the two programs. 
The difference in the programs consisted of teacher modified 
instruction by the use of manipulatives to supplement math instruction 
in Program B. The teacher must be devoted to remediating students 
for the purpose of increasing individual achievement by using 
modified instructional strategies. 
Conclusions 
The grouping of students appeared to have less effect on student 
achievement than teacher modified instruction. 
Upon examining the data in this study, it becomes obvious that 
the major difference in the programs is the use of a supplemental 
reading program and math manipulatives. Thus, it may be concluded 
that grouping of students has less influence on student achievement 
than the teaching technique or instructional treatment used by the 
teacher. 
Recommendations 
1. Further research should be done using a larger sample since only 
three schools in one district were used. 
2. Replicate this study using equal class sizes. 
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3. Further research should be done using the instructional treatment 
as a research variable. 
4. Replicate this study using randomly selected remedial students. 






Later this week your son/daughter will be participating in the 
I.T.B.S. level 10 assessment. This testing is being done at the 
local school level to more closely identify your child's educational 
need. Therefore, the results of the assessment will be used by the 
school and Board of Education in curriculum planning. 




Name Grade _____ Date 
School  
Reading Style Inventory® (RSI) 
Part I 
by 
Marie Garbo, Ed.D. 
Directions: 
This booklet is all about reading. It's fun to do and there are no right or wrong answers. Just choose the answer 
that tells what is true about YOU. 
Let's try a sample question together. Read each box below. Then mark the answer that describes YOU best. 
A. 1 ) I always like to read about 2) Sometimes I like to read 3) I never like to read about 
animals. about animals. animals. 
*9«M4 on mo laamanq Styto Moo* by 
Ounrt 4 Ounn. 1975. 1979. 




(Permission to copy by Juliect Garbo, daughter) 
Reading Style Inventory® (RSI) 
by 
Marie Carbo, EdD. 
Administration 
Test Sample 
Reliability and Validity 
«OaMOentM Learning Style Modal tty 
Dunn A Own 1879.1876 Cooyngftt MARIE CARBO. 1960. 1961. 1982 
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HOWTO ADMINISTER THE 
READING STYLE INVENTORY • 
PREPARING STUDENTS TO TAKE THE 
READING STYLE INVENTORY 
Discuss with the students some of the elements of read¬ 
ing style described on page 2 of the RSI Manual. If poss¬ 
ible. compare your own reading style with that of anotner 
person who has a very different reading style. Then say to 
the students: 
Everyone has a different reading style. Learning to read 
can be easier and more enjoyable when you learn through 
your reading style. For example, some people remember 
new words, if they see them a lew times - they are visual 
learners. Auditory learners find it easierto learn by listen¬ 
ing, and tactual learners are able to learn words more 
easily wnen they write them. You may learn best when you 
see words, or wnen you hear words, or when you toucn 
and leel words. Some of you probably learn best through 
two or three of your senses. I want to know how you learn 
best so that I can help you to learn to read welL 
Today you are going to answer the Reading Style Inven¬ 
tory. it is not a test, and there are no RIGHT or WRONG 
answers. TheRSlisfunand interesting because it's about 
you. Before we begin let's take a few minutes to talk about 
what you like and don't like, so that you will understand 
how to answer the RSI accurately. 
HOWTO ADMINISTER THE RSI TO GRADES 1-12 
The RSI should be administered individually to selected 
first graders at the end of first grade. By the middle or end 
of second grade, the RSI may be administered to large 
groups or to individuals. Administer Part I before adminis¬ 
tering Part II of the RSI. 
THE RSI IS AN UNTIMED INVENTORY 
The RSI may be given in one or more sittings, depending 
upon the attention span of the individual student. Each 
student should be permitted the amount of time necessary 
to complete the questionnaire. 
WHEN SHOULD THE RSI BE READ TO A STUDENT? 
Youngsters wno cannot read on a beginning fourth-grade 
level, should have the RSI read to them. 
ANSWERING STUDENTS’ QUESTIONS 
Answer students' questions before and during the adminis¬ 
tration of the RSI. but do not permit the students to dis¬ 
cuss their answers among themselves. Advise each stuoent 
to select the answers which describe him/her most 
closely. If a youngster has difficulty answering or. in your 
ooinion, has answered inaccurately, discuss thestuoenfs 
answer privately, and help him/her to answer accurately. 
HOW TO PREPARE RSI ANSWER SHEETS 
FOR PROCESSING BY LRA 
1. STUDENT'S NAME. SEX and GRADE 
Ask the studentto print his/her last name and first name, 
by placing one letter in each box, starting with the first box. 
Skip one space between last and first names. Next, fill in 
“M" for male or“F" forfemale, and the numberwhich cor¬ 
responds to the student's current grade placement 
2. BIRTH DATE, IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
and SPECIAL CODES 
Fill in the circles wnicn correspond to the student's date of 
birth. The student's identification number is optional. DO 
NOT FILL IN THE SPECIAL CODES SECTION, unless 
Learning Research Associates has assigned you a Spe¬ 
cial Code number. 
3. READING LEVEL and 
PREDOMINANT READING METHOD (S) 
To fill in the student's reading level, use the left-hand 
column to indicate the year, and the right-hand column to 
indicate the month. Determine which reading method or 
methods have been used predominantly to teach the stu¬ 
dent Then dai Ken as many as TWO methods. If more than 
two methods have been used predominantly, then 
darken “MX” 
4. THE 52 RSI ITEMS 
There must be ONLY ONE answer given for each of the 52 
RSI items, and EVERY ITEM must be answered. The com¬ 
puter can score only answer sheets which have Deen 
completed correctly. Incomplete and/or incorrect answer 
sheets will be returned for correction and/or completion. 
5. BEFORE YOU SENO US 
THE COMPLETED ANSWER SHEETS 
Be certain that you have looked over all answer sheets, 
and that ail instructions have been followed. Send com¬ 
pleted answer sheets along with check, money order or 
school purchase order to: 
Learning Research Associates 
P.O. Box 39 
Roslyn Heignts. NY 11577 
In approximately two weeks, you will receive your com¬ 
puterized Reading Style Inventory profiles. 
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THINK ABOUT YOURSELF WHEN YOU READ TO UNDERSTAND SOMETHING. 
Look at the first number. Read each box. Decide which of the three boxes describes YOU 
best. Mark that answer. Continue in this wav with each number until you finish. Always 






A) I usually feel warmer than 
most people- I like to read 
where it's cool. 
B) I usually feel colder than 
most people. 1 like to read 
where it's warm. 
C) 1 feei about the same in cool 
or warm rooms. When 1 read, 
temperature isn't important 
i 
to me. 
A) I read best where it's quiet 
with no people talking. 
B) 1 read best where there are 
people talking. 
C) 1 read about the same wnere 
it's quiet or where there are 
people talking. 
A) l like to read in bright light, 
like daylight or strong ceiling 
light. 
B) 1 like to read in soft light, 
like lamp light. 
C) 1 like to read in bright or soft 
light. The lighting isn't 
important to me when 1 read. 
A) I like to read for about 10 
minutes. Then I have to get 
up and move around. 
B) 1 like to read for about 30 
minutes. Then 1 like to get 
up and move around. 
C) 1 can read for a very long 
time without gening up 
at ail. 
A) I like my reading work 
checked as soon as I finish it. 
B) 1 like my reading work 
checked about one day after 
1 finish it. 
CÎ It's not important to me to 
have my reading work 
checked often. 
A) I like a very neat classroom 
where I can find anything I 
need right away. 
B) 1 like a classroom that is a 
little neat where 1 can find 
things 1 need most of the 
time. 
C) 1 don't care if a classroom is 
neat. It's not important to ; 
me if 1 can find things 1 need. 







A) 1 always do ttie reading 
work I'm supposed to do. 
B) 1 sometimes do the reading 
work I'm supposed to do. 
C) 1 almost never do the reading 
work I'm supposed to do. 
A) When 1 read, 1 like to sit on a 
hard chair at a desk. 
B) When 1 read, 1 like to sit on 
something soft, like pillows, 
a soft chair, or a rug. 
C) When 1 read, 1 usually sit in 
different places. Sometimes 1 
like a hard chair and some¬ 
times 1 like a soft chair. 
A) When 1 read, 1 always like to 
eat or drink something. 
B) When 1 read, 1 don't like to 
eat or drink something. 
C) When 1 read, sometimes 1 like 
to eat or drink something 
and sometimes 1 don’t. 
A) 1 always finish my reading 
work. No one has to remind 
me. 
B) Most of the time 1 finish my 
reading work. Sometimes 1 
have to be reminded to do it. 
C) 1 almost never finish my 
reading work. Someone has 
to remind me! 
11. A) I like to check my own B) I like my teacher or another C) I like my friends to check my 
reading work. adult to check my reading 
work. 
reading work. 
12. A) I like to choose what I read. B) I like my teacher to tell me C) Sometimes I like my teacher 
what to read. to tell me what to read. Other 
times I like to choose what I 
read. 
13. A) I always like to be told B) Sometimes I like to be told C] I like to decide how to do 
exactly how I should do my 
reading work. 
how to do my reading work. my reading work by myself. 
14. A) 1 read best where it's auiet S) 1 read best where there is C! 1 read about the same where 

















A) I like to read at night. B) I don't like to read at nignt. 
A) I like to read to a teacher. B) I don't like to read to a teacher. 
A) Sometimes I read because my friends like to 
read. 
B) It's not important to me if my friends like to 
read. 
A) Sometimes I read because my teachers and 
parents want me to read. 
B) It's not important to me if my teachers and 
parents want me to read. 
A) I like to read with a teacher and a small 
group of students. 
B) I don't like to read with a teacher and a small 
group of students. 
A) I like to read with one good friend. B) I don't like to read with one good friend. 
| 
A) I like to read in the morning. B) I don't like to read in the morning. 
A) When I have free time, I like to read. 
I 
B) When I have free time, I don't like to read. 
A) I like to read with a small group of 
students. 
B) 1 don't like to read with a small grouo of 
students. 
A) I like to read before supper. B) 1 don't like to read before supper. 
A) I like to read after lunch. B) 1 don't like to read after lunch. 





Name   Grade Oate 
School  
Reading Style Inventory0 (RSI) 
Part II - Perception 
by 
Marie Carbo, Ed.O. 
Directions: 
This booklet is all about reading. It's fun to do and there are no right or wrong answers. Just choose the answer 
that tells what is true about YOU. 
Let's try a sample question together. Read each box below. Then mark the answer that describes YOU best. 
A. 1 ) 1 like to read directions and then build some- 2) i don't like to read directions and then build 
thing. something. 
’SUM on tno Laanwng Srv*a Moo* By 
Dunn A Dunn. 197S. H78. 
• Cooyngnt MARIE CARSO. 1980. 1981. 1982 
Remedial Program 
28 
Look at number 27. Read the two boxes. Decide which one of the boxes describes YOU 
best. Mark that answer. Continue until you finish. Always mark ONE answer for each 
number. 
27. A) If someone tells me a phone number, it's easy B) If someone tells me a phone number, it's hard 
for me to remember it. for me to remember it. 
28. A) It's hard for me to remember the directions B) It's easy for me to remember the directions 
that someone tells me. that someone tells me. 
29. A) When 1 look at words, 1 often mix up letters B) When 1 look at words, 1 almost never mix up 
like "b" and "d". letters like "b" and "d". 
30. A) When 1 dial a phone number, it helps me to 3) When 1 dial a phone number, it doesn't help 
remember it. me to remember it. 
31. A) 1 can remember difficult words after seeing 
1 
B) 1 usually have to see difficult words many 
them one or two times. times to remember them. 
32. A) It helps me to read if 1 place my finger under 3) It doesn't help me to read if 1 piace my finger 
the words. under the words. 
33. A) 1 often mix up words that look alike. 31 1 almost never mix up words that look alike. 
34. Al 1 like to draw pictures and then write about B) 1 don't like to draw pictures and then write 
them. about them. 













A) Feeling words made from day would not help 
me to remember them. 
SI Feeling words made from clay would help me 
to remember them. 
A) If 1 stop to sound out new words, 1 often forget 
what I'm reading. 
B) If 1 stop to sound out new words 1 don't forget 
what I'm reading. 
A) If 1 see a phone number, it's easy for me to 
remember it. 
81 If 1 see a phone number, it's hard for me to 
remember it. 
A) It's hard for me to copy from the board. B) It's easy for me to copy from the board. 
A) 1 would like to play reading games in school. S) 1 would not like to play reading games in scnooi. 
A) It's easy for me to sound out new words. SI It's hard for me to sound out new words. 
A) Many times it's hard for me to remember the 
sounds letters make. 
B) 1 always rememoer the sounds letters maxe. 
A) Tracing over a word with my finger would not 
help me to remember it. 
B) Tracing over a word witn my finger would help 
me to remember it. 
A) When 1 write words, sometimes 1 mix up the 
letters. 
B) When 1 write words, 1 almost never mix up the 
letters. 
A) 1 almost never lose my piace on the page when 
I'm reading. 





46. A) It's easy for me to remember rules about B) It's hard for me to remember rules about 
sounding out words. sounding out words. 
47. A) 1 don't like to play a lot of different sports. B) 1 like to play a lot of different sports. 
48. A) Music makes me want to move and dance. B) Music doesn't make me want to move and dance. 
49. A) 1 don't like to run and move a lot when 1 play 3) 1 like to run and move a lot when 1 piay a game. 
a game. 
50. A) It's easy for me to memorize tfiin^, like math B) It's hard for me to memorize things, like math 
facts or a part in a play. facts or a pan in a play. 
St. A) When I'm not sure how to spell a word, it heios B) When I'm not sure how to soell a word, it 
me if 1 write it a few times. doesn’t help me if 1 write it a few times. 





RELIABILITY OF THE READING STYLE INVENTORY® 
A test-retest reliability study was conducted with the RSI 
in 1981 with two hundred and ninety three students in 
grades two, four, six and eight who were identified as 
good, average and poor readers, using the following 
definitions: 
good readers • at least 1 ’A years above grade 
level on standardized tests 
average readers * no more than six months above 
or below grade level on stand¬ 
ardized tests 
poor readers - at least 1 Vi years below grade level on 
standardized tests 
Test-retest reliability coefficients for the 13 RSI sub- 
scales ranged from .67 to .77. The RSI scales with 
reliabilities of .70 or higherforall grade levels were: sound 
(.72), design (.71 ), motivation (.70), structure (.72). auditory 
perception (.74), visual perception (.77), kinesthetic per¬ 
ception (.75) and mobility (.76). 
VALIDITY OF THE READING STYLE INVENTORY® 
1. Predictive Validity 
Initial researcn indicates that the RSI has predictive 
validity. Educators who have implemented the RSI pre¬ 
scriptions report increased reading achievement, dec¬ 
reased discipline problems, increased reading for pleasure, 
improved student attitudes, and positive changes in the 
teacher's role and ability to teach reading. For example. 
37 of 40 of LaShell’s handicapped students achieved 
mainstreaming scores during the 1982-1983 school year 
when the RSI recommenaationswere implemented, com¬ 
pared with 2 of 40 the previous year. In a subseouent one- 
year. doctoral study with 90 learning disabled youngsters. 
LaShell (1985) reported that students whose reading 
styles were matched gained 1.4 years in reading, whereas 
mismatched subiects advanced less that 4 months. Sud- 
zina (1986) also noted in her doctoral investigation that 
second graders whose reading styles were matched by 
chance, scored significantly mgheron standardized read¬ 
ing tests, that mismatcned second graders. 
2. Content Validity 
Initial content or “face’’ validity, which is concerned with 
how well an instrument measures wnat it claims to measure, 
has been established by the RSI. Between 1976 and 
1980. the items on the RSI were developed as the result of 
careful comparisons between a youngster's actual behavior 
as observed randomly by at least two trained individuals, 
and the student’s seif-reoorted behavior. In 1981. articles 
in Educational Leadership and the Learning Styles Net¬ 
work Newsletter invited practitioners to evaluate the RSI 
items. Eighty-seven educators representing 23 states 
responded; 93% stated that the RSI accurately measured 
the elements of reading style. 
3. Concurrent Validity 
A third kind of validity, concurrent validity, can be deter¬ 
mined by submitting an instrument to exoerts in the field, 
and demonstrating high correlations with valid and reli¬ 
able instruments that measure similar variables The ini¬ 
tial validity of the RSI has been recognized by "exoerts in 
the field* and beginning research has evidenced cor¬ 
relations with the Learning Style inventory by Dunn. Dunn 
and Price (1979). 
in 1982. a nationwide survey was conducted by the 
National Center for the Study of Learning/Teacnmg 
Styles After one full year of careful investigation tne RSI 
was one of fourteen learning style instruments tnat 
aualified for inclusion in tne Learning Styles Network's 
Instruments Assessment Analysis 
Students teachers and parents have stated that the RSI 
printouts are accurate. For instance. 96% of th 147 
parents wno participated in a researcn study csncucted 
with the RSI. indicated tnat tne RSI pnntouts were accurate. 
(The Juanita Protect. Kirkland, WA. 1983). 
4  Construct Validity 
When considenng the construct validity of an instrument, 
an important Question is whether or not the instrument 
discriminates sufficiently among known grouos. A senes 
of ANOVAS was performed on tne data gathered for the 
reliability study described aoove and the subiects were 
compared across aoility and grade ieveis. Statistical 
analyses of the ability grouos revealed that poor readers 
demonstrated significantly less visual and auditory strength 
and stronger tactile and kinesthetic preferences tnan 
good readers. Identical results were reoorted oy Koch 
(19831 wnen the RSI was administered to good and poor 
readers on the college level. 
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Program A.D.A. S.E.S. I.Q. 
A 95.2 5.6 Ill 
B 96.1 5.3 no 




Reading Pre-Post Test Summary 
Program A 
Student Pre Test Post Test Gain 
1 23 23 0 
2 47 42 - 5 
3 53 43 -10 
4 46 46 0 
5 31 39 8 
6 39 46 7 
7 40 28 -12 
8 31 28 - 3 
9 34 34 0 
10 32 33 1 
11 24 41 17 
a12 34 
aStudent moved during study 
Scores = grade equivalents 
Numeric = student 
Remedial Program 
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Reading Pre—Post Test Summary 
Program B 
Student Pre Test Post Test Gain 
1 39 33 - 6 
2 31 34 3 
3 41 30 -11 
4 34 38 4 
5 29 44 15 
6 37 27 -10 
7 44 47 3 
8 39 39 0 
9 44 49 5 
10 36 46 10 
11 19 30 11 
12 39 53 14 
Scores = grade equivalents 
Numeric = student 
Remedial Program 
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Reading Pre-Post Test Summary 
Program C 
Student Pre Test Post Test Gain 
1 24 41 17 
2 47 43 - 4 
3 41 33 - 8 
4 49 57 8 
5 24 21 - 3 
6 41 36 - 5 
7 29 37 8 
Scores = grade equivalents 
Numeric = student 
Remedial Program 
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Math Pre-Post Test Summary 
Program B 
Student Pre Test Post Test Gain 
1 23.6 37 13.4 
2 36.6 28 - 8.6 
3 34 38 4 
4 53.6 55 1.4 
5 27 37 10 
6 29.3 55 25.7 
7 47.6 45 - 2.6 
8 30 32 2 
9 41 51 10 
10 36.6 39 2.4 
11 33 44 11 
12 37.6 55 17.4 
13 34.3 40 5.7 
14 44.6 51 6.4 
15 36.7 42 5.3 
16 43 46 3 
17 45.3 48 2.7 
Scores = grade equivalents 
Numeric = student 
Remedial Program 
37 
Math Pre-Post Test Summary 
Program C 
Student Pre Test Post Test Gain 
1 28 51 23 
2 38 39 1 
3 46.6 54 7.4 
4 36.3 33 - 3.3 
5 41.6 51 9.4 
6 36 44 8 
7 50 43 
_ -j 
8 32 41 9 
9 41 40 - 1 
10 44 51 7 
11 37 29 - 8 
12 54 26 -28 
13 40 37 - 3 
14 41.6 35 - 6.6 
15 40.6 38 - 2.6 
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